My work with the texts of graduate students in a distance teaching programme set me thinldng about two issues. Firstly, why do so many students -by no means only undergraduates from 'disadvantaged' baclcgrounds -fail to attain a level of academic literacy that enables them to do more than regurgitate textual information? Secondly, why do special programmes to help such students so often meet with limited success? In search of a systematic fiameworlc within which one might begin to conceptualize such pedagogical issues a little more clearly -with a view to their eventual empirical investigation -I made an extensive exploratory survey of some of the recent linguistics literature on, for instance, literacy, written communication and language teaching. In accordance with the views expressed by Stevens (1988:299) and Tannen (1988: 11), I hoped that linguistics might provide the "intellectual base" for addressing these issues. This paper, then, is a preliminary report on the literature survey.
"essential aspect of the reasoning process" which "has been left unsaid because the ^ter or speaker may have assumed it to be shared background knowledge". VVhen an academic text works, Nystiand (1987:205) argues, it is not because it js "independent of its context of use, but because it is so carefully attuned to this context". Coulter (1994:690) , in turn, claims that to be considered a text at all, "Any text ... must, as a condition of its sheerly minimal intelligibility, contain its own possibilities of contextualization, set its own limits upon what a relevant context could possibly be for that text, and thus establish a priori the kind contextual particulars that... could illuminate its problematic component(s)".
For the emerging academic literate who has to contend with context from his very fint exposure to written academic discourse, the perpetuation of the myth of textual autonomy is indeed dangerous. Ignorance of the possible effects of context on academic texts leaves him not only open to manipulation, but also exposed to failure to reach a fully functional degree of academic literacy.
What is academic Uteracy?
Academic literacy is a relative concept (Leong, 1989 Street, 1984) . As Farr (1993:11) explains, the "cognitive demands of being literate ... vary according to particular uses".® For scientific litKacy, for instance, Aikenhead (1989:249) regards intellectual independence" -which "assumes an array of intellectual skiUs and conceptual knowledge, as well as a predisposition towards critical reasoning" -as a "necessary co-requisite". The degrees of academic literacy required to function successfully as an undergraduate, as a graduate, and as an academic professional, for example, differ vastly. Duszak (1994:293) and Geisler (1994:4) accordingly distinguish between novices and experts^ in academic literacy. As Geisler (1994:81) says, the novice merely gets and displays academic knowledge, whereas, in addition, the academic expert creates and transforms academic knowledge. Fully functional academic literacy obviously entails much more than the passive absorption of content (Street, 1984:14) . It has been argued, in fact, that academic literacy needs to be both functional and critical (Baynham 1995:8) : functional to address the "demands made on individuals in a given society" [here the academic community -H.M.], and critical (Aikenhead, 1989 :249) to provide a "meta-level of critical awareness, both linguistic and social" (Baynham, op. cit.), or, as Haas (1994:45) calls it, a "meta-understanding of... context and motives". Without this critical ability, the prospective academic literate will be able neither to evaluate textual information, nor to create and transform knowledge. Freire (1978) and MacKie (1980) call an "active process of consciousness". At the tertiary level this process entails learning "the patterns of Vaiowing about, and behaving toward, texts within a disciplinary field" (Haas, 1994:43) . But, learning how to behave appropriately toward texts in an academic environment is easier said than done, particularly since written academic discourse is not a homogeneous genre (Cooper and Greenbaum, 1990:7): Farr (1993:9), for instance, sees academic discourse as a 'register' within which there exists several genres.'^ With its own special features, constraints and problems®, written discourse, in fact, makes its own demands on prospective academic literates. As Cooper and Greenbaum (op. cit.) explain, academic discourse "conventions vary with the discipline and with the degree of specialised knowledge that is assumed of the reader". The newcomer to academic literacy supposedly has two options. The first: to learn the discourse conventions of his discipline uncritically, and the second: to acquire the [academic discourse] conventions strategically and critically (Baynham, 1995:242). The first option more often than not leads -1 would argue -to the newcomer's stagnation at some basic level of academic literacy with hardly more than the ability to read and wri^e f^ly 'un-complex' texts, in other words to get and display knowledge. The second option, I maintain, is much more likely to lead to an advanced enough level of academic literacy for the novice to become fully fiinctional in a particular discipline, that is, able to apply the conventions knowledgeably and critically enough to create and transform knowledge. Unfortunately these 'options' are not always so optional, of course, since several factors over which the prospective academic literate has little or no control badly handicap the development of academic literacy. One such factor seriously constraining the student's ability to progress from passive absorption and mere regurgitation of content to active thinking and criticism is the notion that texts are autonomous.® 6. Why would the perpetuation of a myth of textual autonomy impede the development of academic literacy?
How is academic literacy acquired?

Street (1984:14) sees the acquisition of literacy as what
To become fully functional, as we have seen, the prospective academic literate needs to move on beyond mere comprehension and reproduction of content and progress to the point where he is able to appraise a text: to assess its assumptions and hypotheses (Haas, 1994: 45) , to evaluate its claims and to place it within the larger setting of the discipline of which it forms a part (Aikenhead, 1989:249) . He has to learn how to use his knowledge of that setting in his interpretation and critical evaluation of the text (Haas, 1994:79 (Geisler, 1994:5) , the consequences could be tragic. One result, for instance, could be that not only beginning students believe the information in academic texts to be true because "the book says" so (Haas, 1994 :61), but many graduate students, too. Another could be that many students find their critical abilities so hamstrung by their belief in textual autonomy that they are able to do no more than "regurgitate the approved interpretation [of a text] provided by their teacher and the other professional scholar-critics who had already unravelled the text's mysteries" (Mayher, 1990:22) . To find out why the perpetuation of the myth is so dangerous, then, we need to lake a look at why and how context affects the academic text and, by implication, the aspirant to academic literacy.
Why does context influence text?
The academic discipline in which the academic literate has to function can be envisioned, to quote Gzunbell (1989:270), as a "discourse community where common understandings are both conceptual and linguistic". Such a discourse community, according to Baynham (1995:241) "shares a register and a set of institutional practices for communicating through 413 jegister". The academic discourse community therefore functions as a context which g^ts the form and function (Street, 1984:89) as well as the meaning of a text. As '^oulthard (1994:xi) explains, "written text is essentially interactive" and "gains part of its . ineaning from what has not been said". Within this discourse community context crucially affects not only linguistic choices (Carter, 1990:190) , but even the "truth and falsity of statements", for example, when "what is judged true in a school book may not be so judged in a work of historical research" (Schiffrin, 1994:53 So, context has been discovered to be alive and well and very much an integral part of written academic discourse. But, where does this 'discovery' leave the immature academic literate? Not much the wiser, unfortunately, since the myth of the autonomous text is being kept as alive and well.
The perpetuation of the myth of textual autonomy
The myth of the autonomous text is being perpetuated in the following ways:
Academic discourse features
The features of academic discourse itself (Haas, 1994:46; Farr, 1993:9) help to perpetuate the myth. To the unguided student the detached, seemingly authorless Western academic style certainly makes the content of texts appear to be "beyond human question" (Haas, 1994:46) . Academics reinforce this misconception: when they write for fellow experts, they are apt to use a lot of metadiscourse to moderate their claims and protect themselves, but when they write for novices, they state claims much more boldly and so create the impression that these claims are unassailable facts (Geisler, 1994 : 12, I4) .24 And unfortunately, to the reader with "no additional knowledge beyond the text", in other words to the reader who relies on the text as all there is, like the novice academic literate, "all claims look equally plausible and equally true" (Geisler, 1994:14).
Teaching system
The impression of textual autonomy is further reinforced by a teaching system that encourages students to regard the academic text as the "autonomous authority for academic knowledge" (Geisler, 1994:36) . Consider, for instance, the all too common model of "transmission" -rather than "interpretive" -teaching (Gambell, 1989:270) : here, first the teacher, and subsequently the student, "who is expected to function as a kind of recording and playback device" (Mayher, 1990 The result of this type of teaching25 -1 maintain-is that far too few teachers and lecturers challenge their students to go beyond the text, to consider the wider context in which the text is embedded, in the attempt -academically indispensable -to assess the text's claims accurately. And that far too many stifle the emerging critical awareness of the inquisitive student by telling him not to worry because everything he needs to know is in the book (Farr, 1993:5) .26 Small wonder, then, that Geisler (1994:51) found "knowledge-getting" and "knowledgetelling" to be the "most common models followed by students in school". And that she 421 (1994:93) should ask: "After 14 years of being taught that the text has all the answers, is it any surprise that some students find it hard to understand that ... they must ask about the author's purpose and context in order to use knowledge productively?" For "knowledge-transforming" (Geisler, 1994:51) to be possible, in other words for academic literates to be able to do something academic with the textual information, they would need to be encouraged to see the text as being embedded within a cultural, a situational, as well as a historical context (Haas, 1994 :48) which may affect not only its meaning but also its merit. In fact, as Haas (1994:44) says, the prospective academic literate should be enouraged to see texts "not as static, autonomous entities but as forms of dynamic rhetorical action" determined by context.
Consequences of the perpetuation of the myth
Since this type of encouragement is not the rule, however, many novice academic literates never realise that the text is not all there is and that texts do not mean only what texts say. To be cridcaUy aware, the academic literate needs to know that the academic text reflects, however obliquely, the author's view, insights, and preferences or prejudices. Otherwise he may quite easily mistake the 'detachedness' of academic style for true objectivity and so be misled into believing each academic discourse to be an "impersonal statement of facts that all add up to the truth" -precisely the sort of error that Crismore and Famsworth (1990:118) speak of when they warn of the notion of textual autonomy being a "very dangerous myth". The perpetuation of the myth of a context-free, fully explicit text, then, prevents many aspirants to academic literacy from moving on beyond the ability to get and display knowledge and progressing to the "meta-level of critical awareness" (Baynham, 1995:8) which would enable them to be fully functional academic literates, able also to create and transform academic knowledge.
Conclusion
It is within the framework of concepts such as those above that one could start planning a series of empirical investigations of * representative texts of prospective academic literates * didactic steps aimed at improving them * the effects of such steps * the relationship between these effects and the contents of the theoretical rationale behind such didactic interventions * the extent to which the progression in literacy practices from those of the novice to those of the expert is hampered or even arrested by the perpetuation of the myth of textual autonomy.
In such a way, one would hope, linguistics and linguistic research could then indeed provide the 'intellectual base' for a "better understanding of effective learning" and for the "further development of informed teaching" (Stevens, 1988:299) . 
Notes
